these details. Thus, it assigns the book to 'Bristol', and yet says that it was destroyed in 'Bensley's fire'. Bensley was a London printer, and if the edition was destroyed in his fire, he doubtless was the printer of it. The suggestion offers itself that the book may have been printed at Bristol, and then sent to Bensley for distribution in London. To be sure, Bensley did sell books at his shop, but, according to B., this book was not ready for distribution, for the preface was still lacking. If the work had been printed at Bristol it would doubtless have been done by Gutch, the printer and publisher, who brought out Dr. John Nott's Select Poems of the Hesperides in 1808, and his The Gull's Hornbook in 1842, and Gutch would have taken out some copies for local sale, before sending the balance of the edition to London. * Bristol', I take to be a mere guess on the part of the cataloguer. The conjecture that the ins. note is right in stating that the edition was destroyed in Bensley's fire 1 ) is strengthened by the fact that Dr. George Frederick Nott's edition of 1815, based upon this earlier edition, as I shall show, was printed by Bensley.
As the information given by the catalogue is so dubious, one next asks, How can we tell that it was Dr. John Nott, rather than his nephew, Dr. George Frederick Nott, who prepared this early edition ? The question is a pertinent one, for the publications of these men are frequently confused; thus, the British Museum catalogue assigns to G. F. Nott, the translation of Petrarch which was done by his uncle, and calls him the ί translator of Catullus', though this translation was the very best thing that John Nott ever did.
It is strange, one says, that if G. F. Nott was the editor, he does not mention this earlier edition in the preface to his 1815 edition. But it would be quite as surprising if he were to adopt wholesale the notes of another man, without credit. l ) Bensley evidently suffered from two great fires, the first, presumably in 1812, and the second after 1815. In the preface to vol. 4 of his edition of the Posthumoits Letters of the Rev. W. Huntington, he speaks of the delay of this volume being occasioned by ' the tremendous conflagration by which the extensive printing offices of the editor were, in the space of a few hours, reduced to ashes'. I cannot find any first-hand testimony regarding the earlier fire, though it is recognized in the D. N. B.
This must be confessed: either he was the editor of the socalled 1812 edition, or he was untruthful, for in his preface, after acknowledging the kindness of those who had loaned him manuscripts, he says:
i Whatever assistance I have received from other quarters toward clearing up the difficulties in particular passages, and whatever suggestions I have adopted, these have all been scrupulously pointed out as they occur in the Notes. The amount is so small that it would seem like affectation were I here to mention the particular instances.' But, notwithstanding the fact that Dr. G. F. Nott was an ecclesiastic in good standing, we will not end the investigation here.
We turn to the D. Ν. Β., to see if it can help us. In the list of the works of Dr. John Nott, no. 19 is as follows: i "Songs and Sonnets of Henry Howard, Earl of Surrey, Sir Thomas Wyatt, and others", [1812] . A fire at the printers destroyed nearly the whole impression, and the work, which included only the text of the poems, and is to be distinguished from the exhaustive edition of Surrey and Wyatt by Notts nephew, was not published. In two copies at the British Museum there are copious ms. notes by Nott.' It is evident that this note was merely deduced from the Museum catalogue, and that, too, prior to the acquisition of A., for A. disproves the statement that only the poems were printed. It seems to be a current idea that the edition was merely a reprint of the poems, for one runs across the statement in various places.
W. Munk is a careful compiler, and in The Roll of the Royal College of Physicians, in enumerating the works of Dr. John Nott, he makes no mention of the edition.9 Had he a reason for leaving it out, or was he ignorant of its existence?
The Stationers' Rolls suggest themselves as a possible source of information, but, on searching them, no record of this edition is found. If anything, this favors the theory that John Nott was the editor, for he never took the trouble to register any of his books, whereas his nephew did register the edition of 1815-1816, immediately upon its appearance. ! ) This testimony is worth little, however, for the 1812 edition was apparently not ready for entry at the time when it was destroyed.
Lowndes seems to have thought that G. F. Nott was the editor, for in the Bibliographer's Manual, 1857-1864, he comments: 'This is a reprint of the edition of R. Tottel, 1557, and was intended as the basis of the Works of the Earl of Surrey and Sir Thomas \Vyatt, by Dr. Nott. Nearly all the copies, however, were destroyed by fire. A copy agreeing with the above collation is in the British Museum. [5. 2548.]' He then speaks of another copy, interleaved with ms. notes, as being offered in a bookseller's catalogue. C., which the Museum has long possessed, is the copy alluded to as being in the Museum, and D., acquired July 23, 1873, is probably the copy offered by the bookseller. In the light of the copy with printed notes, of which Lowndes was ignorant, it would be absurd to entertain the theory that the earlier edition was 'to serve as a basis for the later edition', for the fifty pages of notes cover less than fourteen of the three hundred and thirty-eight pages of the poetry, and no publisher would bring out so elaborate an edition as this first one must have been, to follow it shortly with another even more elaborate.
Arber recognizes the edition, but, while copying the other details from the Museum catalogue, assigns the edition, apparently without reason, to G. F. Nott. As he took no heed of the copies with notes, either printed or ms., it is evident that he gave the question no studied consideration.
Another possible source of help is the collection of mss. letters in the Museum. On examination there are found to be many letters from the pens of John Nott and of G. if there is any reference to Hundsdon in Hertfordshire or Sheriff Button in Yorkshire, for Ί have ascertained that both these places were occasionally the residence of the Duke of Norfolk's family, and that my Hero passed part of each year, during his infancy, at Hunsdon'. ! ) In the notes on pp. XI-XII of G. F. Nott's Memoirs of Surrey are embodied the findings of the Ms. concerning which he was writing. At first blush this letter would seem to favor assigning the 1812 edition to G. F. Nott, but, on the other hand, it seems that this edition did not contain a memoir of Surrey; such events of his life as bore upon the poems are fully discussed in the notes, and the implication is that no connected account of his life was given in the volume. The two men might well have been working upon Surrey at the same time, the one editing his poetry, and the other preparing his biography. Indeed, John Nott, who was his nephew's literary mentor, may have directed him to the task, for, in the preface to his Select Poems from the Hesperides, the elder Nott thus expresses himself: 'Had our late learned poetick biographer but preserved and illustrated the writings of those earlier bards, who, on examination, prove to be the sources from whence many of our first English poets of the last century drew some of their most delicious stores, how would he have served the cause of truth, and literature. Praiseworthy indeed had been his pen, if, instead of recording the names of Sprat, Blackmore, Duke, Yalden, Watts, with similar others, whose rays of genius so dimly shine, it had given further publicity to such as those of Surrey, Wyat, Ealeigh, Marlow, Wither, Carew, and Herrick.' 2 ) In this same year John Nott also was writing to Mr. Bliss, but his letters all concern a reprint of The Gulfs Hornbook, which he was soon to bring out, and which Mr. Bliss had transcribed for him.
3 ) One other letter should be noted 2 ) which he never returned to its owner, and which was secured by the Museum at the sale of the Nott library.
This exhausts, so far as I know, the external evidence bearing upon the question of the authorship of the 1812 edition. Clearly it leaves the problem unsolved. We must resort, then, to internal evidence. Here we shall quickly find ourselves on firmer ground. The copy called C. has been described as containing the poems and interleaved pages. On examination the poems are found to be a reprint of the third edition of Tottel's Miscellany, and the inter-leaved pages, as well as the margins of the printed pages, to contain many ms. notes, and these, in two handwritings, the one, round and neat, the other, loose, running, and less careful. citations from other poets; and, on the margins of the pages which contain the poems of Uncertain Authors and Nicholas Grimoald, the variants from the editions of 1564 [5] , 1567, and 1574. These last are written in black, red, and blue ink, respectively. In the other hand, notes to sources, parallelisms, and the like, are written wherever there chances to be a blank space. These notes are profuse for the poems of Surrey and Wyatt, and only very occasional for the remaining poems.
Comparing these last notes with the fifty pages of printed notes in A., we find that the ms. notes comprise briefs of all the printed notes, and some fresh notes in addition. On turning to G. F. Nott's edition, we find that all of these notes, both those drawn from the printed pages and the additional notes, have been included.
We turn to D., which contains the poems of Surrey only, and find on the blank pages, written in the neat hand, a transcript from 'Mr. Hills Ms.', and, on the margins, variants corresponding to those on the Unknown Authors and Nicholas Grimoald in the other copy (C.). This volume has only one note in the other handwriting: at the top of the first page of poems, a key to the variants, as follows: 'N. B. 1564 -black; 1567 -red; 1574 -blue. ' A comparison of these two handwritings with those of the extant letters of John Nott and G. F. Nott leaves no room for doubt that the neat hand is that of John Nott, and the other, of his nephew. As the notes of John Nott were written first -for the others, as stated, are written where blank spaces happen to be left -it seems probable that he was the original owner of these copies, and presumably the author of the edition. Yet the evidence thus far is not absolutely conclusive, for one may propose that G. F. Nott was the editor, but secured the assistance of his uncle for the correlating.
This last doubt is put at rest by a happy note which identifies the writer of the neatly-written notes with the authorship of the edition. To understand the note, we must first print the poem to which it relates:
ί Right true it is, and said full yore ago; "Take heed of him that by the back thee claweth."
For none is worse than is a friendly foe. Though thee seem good, all thing that the delighteth, Yet know it well, that in thy bosom creepeth: For many a man such fire oft-times he kindleth, That with the blaze his beard himself he singeth.'
The note reads thus: ' N. B. This piece is written as published in the several P [printed] editions, nor is there anything in the Mss. that justifies my conjecture. -Still the sense is so confused, I apprehend there must be some error: as it is, it is written as if it formed part of "what word is that that changeth not".' 1 ) That is, a break in lines 5 and 6 is conjectured, though all the printed editions give these two half lines as one complete line, 'Yet know it well that in thy bosom creepeth'.
John Nott was, then, as the tradition has it, the editor of the 1812 edition. He may have copied the variants and mss. readings into his interleaved copies merely for his own satisfaction, though it is more probable that, after the destruction of the first edition, he commenced the preparation of another, which should take advantage of the Mss., and so give the more genuine readings. If my last conjecture be right, when the work of reediting was only partly finished, he turned the task over to his nephew. One naturally asks, Why do this, after expending so much labour? Any answer must be mere conjecture. He was already in failing health; if the readings were to be changed -and he had probably come to feel that Tottel's version was too faulty to serve for the definitive edition, the task of reediting would be an irksome one; and his nephew was stronger, a careful scholar, and already an authority on Surrey, with a Memoir ready for the press. Why not turn all of the material over to him, and let him make if it what he could? It is to be noted that Dr. John Nott published nothing more after this illfated edition. But again one asks, Why did not G. F. Nott acknowledge the services of his uncle? It may have been his uncle's wish that he should not do so. At any rate the *) pp. 62-63. men remained friends, for the nephew was appointed executor of his uncle's will.
)
In the light of the discovery, it is interesting to note the manner in which the material of the older notes has been used. In the 1812 edition, the introductory note on the first poem, 'The sun hath twice brought forth his tender green 1 , reads as follows:
4 Though this piece in Mr. Hill's Ms. as well as all the printed copies, stands the first of Surrey's poems, we cannot thence conclude, that in point of time it was the first of Surrey's compositions : it must however have been written by him at a very early period. The subject is evidently his unhappy passion for the Fair Geraldine ; and he describes himself as having loved her nearly two years: unfortunately there is nothing that ascertains when the attachment began. Some conjecture however may be formed from the date of Surrey's marriage with the Lady Frances Vere. An original instrument in the Duke of Norfolk's possession informs us Surrey was affianced to that Lady Feb. 13, 1532 ; at which time he could not have been more than fifteen. It is probable, however, the marriage was not solemnized till 1536, or 1537, when he was nineteen, or twenty. As Surrey was of a serious, and religious turn of mind, it is not to be supposed he would have addressed the fair Geraldine in so empassioned a manner, with such "earnest suit to rue on his dying heart", if actually married to another: we may therefore infer, this poem was written by Surrey previous to his union with the Lady Frances Vere; consequently when he was about seventeen or eighteen.
'That Surrey at so early an age should have formed a style, both in language and versification, which succeeding writers imitated as their model, and left so little for subsequent improvement, is a circumstance that justly causes admiration of his Taste, and Genius. In some of his later pieces, Surrey's versification is even still more correct and polished than in the present. In this however it is remarkable for its sweetness and variety; and though a few lines are obscure, the language in general is elegant and perspicuous.
PBEDBEICK MORGAN PADELFORD,
The sentiments are everywhere delicate and natural; justly conceived, and feelingly expressed. The whole is written in imitation of the Italian school, and contains so much of the Italian idiom, we might almost suspect it to be a translation from that language. I apprehend however, that the piece is not a translation, though in writing it, Surrey had evidently in view two poems of Petrarch, the one beginning A qualunque animal[e] alberga in terra; -Ganz. 3. the other, Di pensier in pensier; di monte in monte. -Ganz. 30. Yet on comparison it will be found there is not any one line in Surrey's poem that can be considered, strictly speaking, borrowed from Petrarch. 4 The measure Surrey has chosen is what the Italians call Terza Rima, their favourite measure, of which Dante is considered the inventor. Not only Surrey and Wyatt, but after them, Milton attempted to introduce it into our language, though without success. The piece is now first printed in the form the Terza Rima ought to bear. 4 This piece occurs entire in Mr. Hill's Ms. at p. 115. Only the nine first, and the last fourteen lines of it, are preserved in the Harrington Ms. The leaf containing the other part of the poem has been cut away. Such variations as are of importance, which are but few, will be found in the notes.'*)
In the 1815 edition, this is the reading: -' This piece in Mr. Hill's Ms. and in all the printed copies, stands the first of Surreys poems. It is probably one of his earliest compositions: at all events it is the first which he wrote on the subject of his passion for the Fair Geraldine. We may conjecture therefore that it was written about the year 1541, when Surrey was about four or five and twenty years old. 4 That Surrey at that early period should have written with so much elegance and propriety; and have formed a style, which left little room for subsequent improvement, is a circumstance which leads us to admire equally his judgment *) pp. 3-4. and his taste. His versification indeed in some of his later poems is more correct and polished than in this. In this however it is remarkable for both its sweetness and its variety. The sentiments are uniformly delicate and natural: are Justly conceived, and feelingly expressed. The style and turn of thought which reigns throughout the whole piece, bears so great a resemblance to that of the Italian poets, that we might almost suspect it to be a translation; especially as we find in many passages a good deal of the Italian idiom. Nevertheless, I apprehend that it is an original composition; although Surrey had evidently two Canzoni of Petrarch in view when he wrote it. The one beginning "A qualunque animale alberga in terra". Canzone 3. and the other, "Di pensier' in pensier, di monte in monte". Canzone 30. but there is no single line in either of those odes which Surrey can be said to have borrowed. He has contented himself with imitating generally, and transfusing into his own poem the spirit, and the character of his masters.
1 The measure adopted is, what the Italians call, Terza Rima; their favourite measure, of which Dante is generally considered to have been the inventor. Not only Surrey and Wyatt, but many of our early writers, and Milton himself, attempted, though without success, to introduce it into our language. The piece is now first printed in the form which the Terza Rima ought to bear. It occurs in Mr. Hill's Ms. In the Harrington Ms. only the first nine and the last fourteen lines are preserved. The leaf containing the other part of the poem has been destroyed.'
1 ) It will be noted that the two editors disagree as to Surrey's age at the time of writing the poem, the one placing it at seventeen or eighteen, the other at twenty-five. G. F. Nott does not argue the point here, as he has already thrashed it over in the Memoir. In general he differs from his uncle in points of biography; in fact, it is the only notable respect in which they do differ. Thus. John Nott thinks that Surrey wrote the poem beginning:
'So cruel prison, how could betide, alas! As proud Windsor?' l ) p. 233.
in 1541, while in confinement at Windsor. G. F. Nott takes pains to prove that the poem was not written until 1546, and that Surrey was not confined at Windsor in 1541 at all. Disagreement on these points is exactly what we should expect from one who had evidently made so much more thorough a study of the life of Surrey, and it might be cited as additional evidence -if, indeed, more evidence were needed -that G. F. Nott did not prepare the 1812 edition.
As to style, a sentence by sentence comparison of the second paragraps reveals some interesting and characteristic differences. I will point out a few. The opening sentence, which in the earlier edition is clumsy and involved, is reworked with an eye to clearness and simplicity. One has to read the original sentence twice, to determine the subjects of 1 left' and 'is'. The omitted conjunction -John Nott avoided the conjunction when possible -in the sentence beginning 'The whole is written', is supplied in the later version. In the sentence 'Not only Surrey and Wyatt -', one is uncertain whether the qualification 'though without success' applies to Milton alone, or to Surrey and Wyatt as well. This fault also is corrected. This last offence is a besetting sin with John Nott. Thus, on another page, 1 ) we find the following misleading sentence: 'That is, "such enviable sighs as come lightly from the heart, not labouring under the pressure of sorrow; but swelling with hope and tenderness, and every gentle feeling".' The sentence is revised to read: 'That is, "such light and enviable sighs as bespeak a heart not labouring under the pressure of sorrow; but rather swelling with hope and tenderness, and every gentle feeling".' 2 ) I am not sure that this last is what John Nott meant to say, but it is much better English.
A curious instance of the older Nott's inability to present his ideas effectively is furnished by the following: -Ά lady's sleeve worn on these occasions was considered to be so powerful a charm, that the courteous knight regarded it, if he obtained the prize, as the sole cause of his success. Bayard, the famous Chevalier "sans peur, et sans reproche", *) 71. a ) p. 349. once held a tournament at Carignan in Piemont, in honour of La Dame de Fluxas, who had given him one of her sleeves to wear. Bayard was declared unanimously to have won the prize: but he modestly declined taking it, alleging; "that the victory was owing solely to the virtue of the Lady's Sleeve". The sleeve was consequently restored to La Dame de Fluxas, who took from it a ruby, valued at an hundred ducats, and with her husband's permission gave it to le Seigneur de Mondragon, the person who had distinguished himself next after Bayard. "A l'egard du manchon", she continued, "puisqu' ainsi est que Monsieur de Bayard me fait ce bien de dire que mon manchon lui a fait gagner le prix, je le garde -"', *) and here the last page of the extant notes ends.
G. F. Nott rewrites the entire paragraph, to read as follows: -i The sleeve worn upon these occasions was considered by the courteous knight, if he obtained the prize, to be the sole cause of his success. The Chevalier "Sans peur, et sans reproche", at a tournament which he held in honour of his Mistress who had given him one of her sleeves to wear, was declared unanimously to have won the prize. He modestly declined receiving it; saying, "that the victory was owing solely to the virtue of his Lady's sleeve". The sleeve was consequently restored to the Lady. She took from it a ruby, valued at an hundred ducats, and gave it to the Seigneur Mondragon, who had distinguished himself next after Bayard. "A l'egard du manchon", she continued, "puis qu' ainsi est que Monsieur de Bayard me fait ce bien de dire que mon manchon lui a fait gagner le prix, je le garderai toute ma vie pour l'amour de lui".'
2 )
In general it may be said that John Nott did not know how to organize his sentences; sometimes they are bafflingly complex, sometimes so loose as to be almost incoherent. G. F. Nott, on the other hand, makes compact and clean-cut sentences, and his writing is more direct and rapid. In want of better evidence, we could prove from the sentence-structure ') p. 72. ») p. 350. alone, that the 1812 edition was the work of the elder Nott, rather than of the younger. Another characteristic difference is in spelling. John Nott uses here, as in his other works, many archaic spellings; these his nephew changes for the more modern; thus, antient 1 ) -ancient 2 ); Pierce Plowmann 3 ) -Piers Plowman 4 ); and the like.
G. F. Nott takes over whole pages of the citations from earlier poets who had influenced Surrey, and from the later poets who were his debtors. It would be idle to quote illustrations of this. He never differs from his uncle in matters of taste, and, as we have seen, usually copies his comments with trifling variations.
Such, in brief, are the findings relative to one of the most surprising cases of literary borrowing' in the history of our literature. On the ethics of the case no comment is needed. Let us trust that the morals of the twentieth century would forbid such conduct. 
